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REMARKS 



The examiner has indicated in the Advisory Action of December 8, 2005 that Applicants' 
amendment after final of November 21, 2005 will be entered upon filing an appeal. Upon entry 
of that amendment, the only issue remaining in the case is the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph, in the use of the term "analogs" in the claims. The examiner's reason for 
maintaining this rejection is that the term "analogs" is not defined by Applicants in a closed 
definition within the specification. 

The term "analogs" used in the specification, at page 12, lines 10-1 1, is the conventional 
definition: 



In the final rejection, the examiner cites a definition of the term "analog" from 
Answers.com. The definition is attached to the final rejection. In the third definition applicable 
to chemistry, the Answers.com definition is as follows: 



Applicants' definition in the specification is not inconsistent with the definition cited by 
the examiner in Answers.com, and indeed Applicants' definition is narrower in that it is 
restricted to replacement only of heteroatoms with other heteroatoms. It is clear that Applicants' 
definition is a closed definition, since the analogs of the compounds recited in the claims can 



heteroatoms with different heteroatoms. 

It is submitted that Applicants' definition provided in the specification is a closed 
definition and complies with 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 



The term "analogs" refers to a set of compounds which differ 
from one another only by replacement of one or more heteroatoms, 
such as O, S. or N, with a different heteroatom. 



A structural derivative of a parent compound that often 
differs from it by a single element. 



only differ from structures recited in the claims by replacement of one or more of the 
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